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March 17, 1999 N.G 1.S.C. Research Subconm ttee, Washi ngton,
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
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NATI ONAL GAMBLI NG | MPACT STUDY COWM SSI ON
+ + + + +
SUBCOW TTEE ON RESEARCH
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MEETI NG
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MARCH 17, 1999
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The Subcomm ttee net in the Potomac | Room
at the Wndham Bristol Hotel, 2430 Pennsyl vani a
Avenue, Washington, D.C., at 7:15 p.m, Leo MCarthy,
Chai rman of the Subcomm ttee, presiding.

PRESENT:

LEO MCCARTHY Chai r man
JAMES DOBSON Conmm ssi oner
JOHN W LHELM Comm ssi oner

DC
1



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

March 17, 1999 N.G1.S.C. Research Subcomm ttee, Washi ngton, DC

MR,  MCCARTHY: Good evening |adies and gentlenen?
This is a brief neeting of the Research Subcommttee and | just
have a couple of things that | want to try out, nostly for
I nformati onal purposes. And then I would ask ny two coll eagues
here if they wanted to add anything for our nutual benefit.

The first item is to nention that the casino
guestionnaire response has been comng in since we nmailed it out
five weeks ago. And the response, the response from comrercia
casinos is pretty good, particularly from the |argest revenue
generators. The response from Tribal casinos is sonewhat snal
so far, but we’'re encouraging a greater response from that part
of the industry.

And NORC is doing the correlation of the yes and no
answers. In other words, the ones that can be quantified. And
|’ve asked themto, to try, you know, they obviously have a | ot
on their plate this week.

But |’'ve asked them to attenpt to give us, early
Friday afternoon, sone summary of at |east two sections so we get
a taste of what’s in this. The one on taxes, which is Section 4,
I think, of the casino questionnaire and the one on responsible
ganbling, which is Section 9.

So | hope that we’'ll be able to hear that. But |
think it was a worthwhile project and |I'm very pleased at what

| ooks like a good faith effort froma nunber of casinos that have

answered so far. Second subject is, is that, | just handed Jim
and John a summary done by the -- you know one of the
responsibilities of Bill Bible' s Subcommttee is to | ook at state

nodel s, regulatory nodels and |learn nore about them and then we
can determ ne, you know, what we're going to nention in the fina

report and whether we reconmend anything or not.
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But he asked Mchael Belletire, of the IIIinoig
Gam ng Board, who in turn organized a nunber of other states
where there’'s a lot of non-Tribal casino ganbling going on. And
they put t oget her this paper and made a series of
recommendations, pardon ne, a summary of things that were
essential to good state regulatory schenes of non-Tribal casinos.

And the reason | gave it to Jimand John is that we
have been trying for a long time, largely at John’s pushing, to
try to figure out what’s going on in the conveni ence stop casino
areas. And it’s so hard to get a handle on that area. And we
know they are concentrated in just six or seven states and we
know South Carolina has now 30,000 or nore convenience stop
casino outlets in truck stops and bars and restaurants and many
different other kinds of small businesses.

And one of the recomendations in this, or one of the
coments in this report | just gave you was that a lot of the
things that are deened essential for a good state regulatory
schenme of casinos that are generating a fair anount of revenue,
al so are applicable to the smaller conveni ence stop operations.

So | just want you, because | have anot her
gquestionnaire in mnd. The questionnaire would go to the
Governors of the states involved that are significantly
represented by this kind of small conveni ence stop questionnaire.

And now we have, however, a nuch nore definitive |ist
of questions that we could ask and, you know, in the nost
courteous possible way to elected officials of such high rank
And then we' Il try to get themto give yes and no answers. So we
have that know edge that we may want to include in the final
report too. Now, you know, what form the questionnaire wll

take, of course, the three of us would work on.
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But basically, | just wanted to know if you thoughf
the idea had any kind of nerit, even at this late stage. | hate
to keep introducing nore work, we’ ve got enough on our plate now,
but this wll make it easy, frankly, to formulate a
gquestionnaire. And | didn't know what you thought of the basic
| dea.
MR, DOBSON: | think it’s a good idea. | think it’s

worth investigating.

MR. W LHELM |  would agree. | continue to be
intrigued as well by this issue of nmachines that are not
necessarily legal or partly legal or illegal or, you know, that

we’' ve talked about a little bit in Virginia Beach, which is a
different subject fromthe one that you re tal king about. | was
startled to read the other day that the conservative state of New
Hanpshire had four to six thousand illegal machines that
everybody in the state, including the Governor, knows about.

The CGovernor was, the CGovernor of the state of New
Hanpshire was citing a distance of four to six thousand illega
sl ot machines in that state as one of the rationales for thinking
about Ilegalizing slot nachines. Which | thought was really
remarkable in a state like that. But yeah, | think what you' re
sayi ng mekes a | ot of sense.

MR,  MCCARTHY: Ckay. Vell, I'll start to prepare
sonething. | think Doug Seay is |ooking down at the ground and
he’s hoping | won't ask himto help with this.

(Laughter.)

MR. SEAY: No, | was looking to see if the water was
going to | ast.

MR,  MCCARTHY: W'll try to see what we can do in

t hat area. Now third and finally, and this is nore just for
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public information as well as for our additional conversatioﬁ
here. The Research Subcommittee, these two gentlenmen were kind
enough to sign off on a, a skeletal framework that | submtted to
the Final Report Subcomm ttee about what should be in that final
report regardi ng problem and pat hol ogi cal ganbling.

There’s nothing startling about the framework and as
far as I’ m concerned anybody who wants to look at it is certainly
free to do that. | wll try to add sone flesh to the bones and
submt that to the Final Report Subcommttee. 1In addition, there
are a couple of other areas that we should consider to try to
work on. If nothing nore than to establish the kind of framework
we think, the essential things that should be in the final report
shoul d be nenti oned.

One was the possibility of state-run lotteries. And
the other was the possibility of the inpact on the job market of
the establishnment of essentially casinos in the United States.
But it could touch into other legal ganbling facilities as well.
But that mght be harder to do. Those are the only areas that
come up.

Do either of you have anything else that you want to
come as a recomendation for the Research Subcommttee to the
Fi nal Report Subcommttee? Jim

VR. DOBSON: Leo, this is very difficult for nme to
communicate to ny tw colleagues here and to the entire
Conmi ssion and our friends.

But | now have major concerns about the NORC Study,
especially the tel ephone aspect of what has happened there. And
we’ ve gone through it in considerable detail and I think we, at
| east let nme speak for nyself, | feel we have a major problem

with validity in that report.
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And that is potentially enbarrassing for us. It’s
enbarrassing for ne, because | helped design that study. But
| ooking at the findings and the, some of the conclusions that
were drawn and the way it was done, |, I'’m going to have to be
very candid tonorrow about that. And we'll just have to see
where it shakes out.

But | have very, very strong views on it and believe
that it will be fairly easy why those views are held.

MR. MCCARTHY: On the RDD Report?

MR, DOBSON:. That's right.

MR, MCCARTHY: Ckay, any other comrents on any
subj ect that either of you may want to bring before the --

MR WLHELM Jim | gather you prefer to wait --

MR DOBSON: |’msorry?

MR. WLHELM | gather that you prefer to wait unti
tonorrow when that’s on the agenda to get into the specifics of
what - -

MR. DOBSON: Yeah, | think so. [1'd like to have Dean
here and others to respond.

MR. WLHELM Fine.

VR. DOBSON: Oherwise | will have to just repeat

nysel f.

MR WLHELM Sure, that’s fine.

VR. DOBSON: But | think there are, you know, there
are sone, there's face validity problens there and then, | nean

just outright nethol ogical problens that really concern ne.
MR,  MCCARTHY: Ckay. Anything else to cone before
the Research Subcommittee today?

(No response.)
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1 MR, MCCARTHY: If not, thank you very nuch. Thi s

2 nmeeting is closed.



